EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 6 APRIL 2009

LEISURE AND COMMUNITY SAFETY   

  POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE –   10 March 2009 
PART   I - NOT DELEGATED 
7a.  
  PRIORITISATION OF DISCRETIONARY AWARDS TO ALIGN WITH STRATEGY

   (DCES) 
  1.
Summary
1.1
  To consider a recommendation to align National Non-Domestic Rate Relief and awards of discretionary grants with the Strategic Plan, National Guidance and other Council strategies.

2.
Details

2.1
The report summarises capital, leisure and community grants 2006-2008. A new formula for prioritising grant applications is proposed to more closely link grant consideration to the Strategic Plan and allow for compliance with Council strategies.

2.2
List of Categorised Grants with analysis of figures  
A table of capital grants and leisure/community grants over calendar years 2006-2008, showing their areas and value was collated by officers as requested by Executive Committee in January 2007 in response to the Best Value Review of the Voluntary Sector (EX126/06 refers).

An analysis of three years’ grants and charity funding can be summarised thus:
	Grant
	Total (£)
	Percentage (%)

	Leisure/ Community 
	61,911
	5.0

	Capital
	260,700
	21.1

	Citizens Advice Bureau 
	893,040
	72.5

	Relate: Watford & Three Rivers
	16,800
	1.4

	Total
	1,232,451
	100.0

	
	
	


2.3
The allocation of funds according to purpose for all grants (excluding CAB and Relate) is represented as follows:
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2.4 Allocation of funds compared to areas of deprivation 

Using the ranking of Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD), the total funds allocated to individual wards can be ranked and represented in blocks of four:
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There was a single community grant of £250 to an organisation (Ascend) in Hayling ward and a single capital grant of £35,000 (Oxhey Jets) to Ashridge ward which represents the total allocation to the four wards ranked as the most deprived by the Indices of Multiple Deprivation.

2.4.1
The above is intended as an illustrative guide only and is based on the address of the applicant. For example many organisations are based in Rickmansworth but serve a wider population. 



The rankings are based on the Indices of Multiple Deprivation. The following shows the ten highest areas of deprivation within the Three Rivers District as compared with the rest of England.


Area and Ward
IMD Score
Rank


Northwick
  3955
12.18%


Hayling
  8536
26.28%


Ashridge
11834
36.43%


Hayling
12959
39.89%


Northwick
14098
43.40%


Maple Cross & Mill End
14121
43.47%


Ashridge
14214
43.76%


Langleybury
14417
44.38%


Langleybury
15013
46.22%


Abbots Langley
15967
49.15%

2.5 
Current system of allocation
2.5.1 The current system of prioritisation for NNDR relief is based on the guidance of the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister as outlined in Executive Committee report National Non-Domestic Rate- Consideration of Relief 26th January 2009, 2.3 and 2.8.

2.5.2 Currently grants are assessed according to a points system. This is outlined in Appendix B. This current system is fairly general however and is not rigorous. In particular it does not assess the extent to which applications address Council strategies and there is an over emphasis on projects giving advantage to high number of beneficiaries. This may lead to anomalies such as an event which attracts many visitors superficially over a project which invests heavily in a smaller number of residents.

The formula (Appendix A) proposed is a combination of linkage to the Strategic Plan and an assessment of community need, and is based on current strategic priorities and National Guidance on NNDR relief from the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (2002).


The formula identifies priorities. This forms the basis of decisions on NNDR:


Points 


11-25: 
100%



  6-10: 
  50%


  4-  5: 
  25%




  1-  3: 
    0%


For grants it may form the basis of whether to recommend the award, the % awarded and where to promote grants to. The percentages actually considered appropriate to an award should be based on as close a fit as possible to existing awards.

2.6
Current Grant Guidance
Applicants are encouraged to discuss their grant request prior to submitting the applications. The Council subscribes to the Grantfinder system. This allows access to a large database of funders and to assists applicants in securing match funding. Applicants are also signposted to the Centre for Voluntary Service which employs a funding adviser. 
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1.
  Though consideration for grant or relief is made with reference to the Strategic Plan there is still the potential for anomalies. This proposal is intended to decrease this and rationalise the process. 

The proposal would also make the criteria for judging suitability for applications more transparent and allow voluntary organisations to design projects that better fit the Council’s priorities.
4.                  Policy/Budget Reference and Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets.  The relevant policy is entitled  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Leisure & Community Service Plan 2009-2012 and was agreed on  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 2 December 2008.   
4.2
The purpose of this proposed policy is to  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT meet 3.2.2 of the Strategic Plan “We will align budgets to priorities” 
  
5.
Financial Implications

5.1
None specific to this report, which aims to ensure the effective allocation of approved budgets.

5.2
The cost of community, leisure and capital grants is entirely carried by the Council. The government meets the cost of 80% rate relief for registered charities. A billing authority can award discretionary relief to give the charity 100% relief. There is no mandatory relief for non charitable organisations.
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
  Discretion exercised on an individual basis is still required should the recommendation be followed. The recommendation is intended as guidance and is not to disallow applications without consideration of their other merits.

6.2
The Local Government and Rating Act 1997 allows Three Rivers District Council to grant NNDR relief for a financial year up to six months after the end of that year.


7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	Yes 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	No 


8
Communications and Website Implications

It will be necessary to communicate the system for prioritisation to voluntary organisations to provide guidance.
9
Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications

9.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk. In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.

The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	The Council could face criticism since rejection of applications could be seen to conflict with sections of the Strategic Plan 2009-12 most pertinent to the voluntary sector mainly: 2.1.5 improve and facilitate access to leisure and recreational activities and 2.2.3 Protect the character of the district and minimise the impact of the built environment.

Lack of communication with changes that may result may also lead to resentment and possible bad publicity.
	II
	C


9.2
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 

	Likelihood
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	B
	
	
	
	
	
	V = Catastrophic
	A = >98%

	
	C
	
	
	
	
	
	IV = Critical
	B = 75% - 97%

	
	D
	
	1
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	E
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	D = 25% - 49%

	
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	I = Negligible
	E = 3% - 24%

	
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
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9.3
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan and are therefore operational risks.  The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

10  
Recommendation
10.1
That the formula as outlined in Appendix A is adopted when considering the priorities of applications for NNDR and all discretionary grants.  


  Appendix A: Proposed Scoring Formula

Appendix B: Current Prioritisation System for Grants

Appendix C: Relevance Test

APPENDIX A: PROPOSED SCORING FORMULA FOR PRIORITISING AWARDS

1. Notes about the system
· A formula is proposed relating to the community need of the application and the degree to which it links to the Strategic Plan. 

· Any application for grant, NNDR relief or rent reduction is considered and scored against each criterion.  

· The result is that the applicant will receive an overall score between1-25. This will determine its relative priority. 

· The priority of the application may also determine the % of award, relief or assistance.

2. Points Awarded  for Community Need.
· The purpose of this score is to assess the need of the organisation, charity or application for funds.

· Points from (a) & (b) are designed to eliminate organisation, charity or applications that are receiving adequate additional finances

· Points from (g) are designed to give additional benefit to deprived areas. It is still possible to gain maximum points without these points.

	Relevant to
	Description
	Score

	a) Non profit organisations
(maximum -2) 
	Turnover 100k-500k
	-1

	
	Turnover 500k+
	-2

	b) Non profit organisations with a bar
(maximum -3)
	Bar takings under 25k
	-1

	
	Bar takings 25-50k
	-2

	
	Bar takings 50k+
	-3

	c) Non profit organisation, charity or grant/NNDR application (NPOCA)
(maximum +3)
	Predominantly based on unpaid volunteers
	+1

	
	Contributes to educating the community
	+1

	
	Is fully accessible to all the community and not exclusive to its members
	+1

	d) NPOCA: working with young people/ families

(maximum +2)
	Supports young people experiencing domestic violence
	+1

	
	Increases parental awareness of the dangers of alcohol
	+1

	
	Enables/ has mechanisms for vulnerable young children to be involved in decision making
	+1

	
	Assisting young people to provide constructive use of leisure time
	+1

	
	Increases feelings of safety to young people
	+1

	e) NPOCA: working with elderly people
(maximum +1)
	Contributes to their welfare
	+1

	f) NPOCA: working with people with disabilities 
(maximum +1)
	Contributes to their welfare
	+1

	g) NPOCA: works with residents living in areas of deprivation
(maximum +2)
	Closes the gap in development in children due to deprivation
	+1

	
	Residents live in Northwick or Hayling wards
	+2

	
	Residents live in Maple Cross & Mill End, Ashridge or Langleybury wards
	+1

	Total Community Need Score (to a maximum of 5)
	


3. Points Awarded for Link to Strategic Plan

This score ensures that an organisation, charity or application goes towards meeting the aims of the Strategic Plan. The closer the fit, the more points are given. Judgement is made on the following:

	Little or negligible link to Safety or Sustainability
	 1

	An indirect link to Safety or Sustainability (Level 1)
	 2

	A link to a theme at Level 2
	 3

	A link to an aim at Level 3
	 4

	More than one aim is achieved at Level 3 
	5

	Link to Strategic Plan Score
	


4. The formula below is then used:

Total Community Need Score x Link to Strategic Plan Score = Priority Score
5. For example an organisation, charity or application awarded 4 points on community need score and judged to have 3 on links to the Strategic Plan would have an overall score of 12. 

APPENDIX B:  CURRENT GRANT EVALUATION

GRANTS TO LOCAL ORGANISATIONS

Evaluation System

Points are awarded to applicants to the following criteria:

	Contribution to revenue
	Points

	Less that 20%
	10

	21-40%
	8

	41-60%
	6

	61-80%
	4

	81-100%
	2

	Organisations providing opportunities for
	

	Over 150 people
	15

	101-150
	12

	51-100
	10

	26-50
	8

	1-25
	6

	Organisations requiring one off grant
	5

	Organisations developing new opportunities
	5

	Organisations requesting grants to become established
	5

	Organisations providing services for identified target groups
	5

	Discretionary points (Chief Officer to comment)
	1-10


Scoring System

	Points
	Priority Rank

	21+
	1

	16-20
	2

	11-15
	3

	10 and below
	4


APPENDIX C: RELEVANCE TEST
Form A – Relevance Test

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

             FORMCHECKBOX 
Universal (service covering all residents)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Targeted (service aimed at a section of the community –please indicate which) ?      

2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
No
   

Which equality categories are affected?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Race

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Age

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Sexual Orientation

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Disability

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Gender

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Religion

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes (specify which categories)

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No (specify which categories)

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data

· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.
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